
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
.Prinevi1le, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2D04~
BlM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

. Public CommentProcess

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.'

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a.It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.I I

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertaintiesof the past.I. . .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and befo re
is impossibleand isn't vibrybeneficial to t'ir communityat large. .

-d, Current range is the mos~compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and ~ecreation.,

'- e. Current range works the,best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the biestch~ce of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is manag~ng public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land ~ithin'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is mean1tfqrhuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun'ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes thatwi1l occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support. .

- a. I do not support the RL.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Curre\nt Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname(U/q,(/tlci cr'~<~,L~

Address. <;ity,Zip:cP6/5 (i?>c',':?,C;~( C hY',fjrtt4'7/14f (;411 {XI OJ( c;7Gcl(
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach beyause of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a cOncept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.1 ..

-c.The concept of recreating veg~tation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't vbry beneficia] to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur6, multiple use.and'recreation.

"
.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the be:stchance of creatin'g a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
. prioritizes our current n~eds and vegetative 'concerns.

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managir~gpublic lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

. project area is meant for hUman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support Icurrent range, it accommodates people and their actions' the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
,..a; I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. . .

I

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.' Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with.multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Printname: J) fbp/'tA. r'Jf\ . ,
.

I.
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

.
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent wHh other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions,
- f. Curr.ent range has the best cha.t:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative' concerns.
\

<" - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands witHin a federally designated reclamation
"

project area. The land within'this reclamati;on area is mostly privately owned. This
.

project area is meant for human developm~~t and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is "anew and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do riot support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '

- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been used befo.:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

.
"

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. "Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. '"
.

Please amend the prefen-ed alternative to support;
'Cun-ent Range Vegetation Managemenf.

Printname:~kJ~~t' -\ :s<..V0 -A; rJ

~::::~~ Lr
Date: .(rL..-~Z-s---e;?---
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I wo~ld like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons;

l.CUITentrange is the H.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto thecommunity at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch&:1ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that -

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human developmept and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommoqates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of chclrges that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used bef01:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.' .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and UI1ceI1ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferredaltemative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Ilrt ~ La ¥I
,...

€..-I--->

Address. City, Zip: /2-15"5 b 5 fA,.)

Signed: ~ ~

Print name:

IAJ~ I-J "'-CA-S:S 1-00 P
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i3ureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. Thelpreferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formul?ted te'chnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
. a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
. b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chB.t:1ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range; it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not Sl,Jpport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re~!~r~atethe vegetation uncertainties of the.

past.. . I
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best bhoice when it's never been used befol;e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforc~ment will

be necessary.
-:d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1celiain.
. e. .

Historic range reduces public access~ has built.incontlicts with multiple lIse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: cI1 n 'S. I-/q r oJ f"
.

Address. City~Zip: / [;/0 S~ (;A,r,\1- S;. /2--<..c!k-o~ ; Or
Signed:~ 1 . )~ Date: 12.-~L-o:J

f7 ?J~
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Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED.

JAN 1 4 2004
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. I

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
-a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

.
.

- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
. uncertainties of the past.

.'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

',.d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

',.e. CUITentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

. prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns. '

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation'
project area. The land within/this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hum~ development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITe:ntrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isariew and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. r do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
,. b. How do I know ifhistodc range is the best:fhoice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. I

.
,. d. Those greater expenses CaJ.'1l1otbe justified 'by results that are unclear and unce11ain. ,,
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multip'le use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred altema1,:ive to support;
'CulTent R~mge Vegetation Management'.

)LVL{ )J'C{ I

~70'5

~~

Address. City, Zip:

Signed:~

':~I1)JCt- P

SvU LYtIVlI/IV- 'D -rL-.
I7-} ~~} D~Date:

Print name: .

\.
"



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3td St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BlMPRINEVILL~

,

E

,

..

DISTRICT ~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' oyer 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Cun'ent range is the B.L.M.'s present method bfvegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becau¥e of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftlying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrt't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing p\.lblic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

, .

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support. .

- a.
.
I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustifier by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has Ibuilt-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agdcultural use.
. .

. II

Please amend the prefelTed altemative to suppOli;.CutTent Range Vegetation Management'.

Pri11tname: $m i-a \d, \C-VI .
Address,City,

Z~:a~\ .

Signed:~)}'VI.~ ~~~~ D'f- [tllSL!

t~~"



RECEIVED
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I
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as SUPPOliive 0f 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range;. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

LCunent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cunent range isn't restricte~ like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. "

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very Ibeneficial to the community at large.

- d. Cunent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Cunent range works the best with our cunent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cunent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds arid vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli CUlTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses call1,1otbejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the prefel1'ed altemative to sup~or:;.
''Current Range VegetatIon Management'.

!

~
Print name: ") ION 1.'1
Address,City.Zip: a-l 0&"
Signed: ,,41~f vJCf

JVJOG1c/[ "

-=) -S . G/Mj)t:1\ ,4 7:\ A 1it;. /5(VtJ
Date: n(;/rD
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\,



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTington
3050 NE.3rd8t.
Prineville" Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Com.ment Proces,s

BLMPR/NEVIL~
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

.
1.CUlTentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUlTentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. '.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn"t very,beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project are:i is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun'ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. . .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be,justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with rnultiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

. .

Please amend the prefened altemative to support;
. Cunent Range Vegetation JYlanagement' .

Printname: 'J 11611It 11« 6~r it 0sa;;
. .

Address,City.Zip: (1) ~ E,~/I'I! tl?PI, II"I}.., ev.'~ lie C('lIN

Signed:)Li~~,
:

Date: !L '/1 &.3

::~~t'
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754 .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as SUppoliive of'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred altemative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'His.toric Range'
for several reasons.

l.Cun-ent range is the B.1.M. 'ispresent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the pa~t.
- c. ~h~ conce?t ofrec:eating vegetati~I: conditions that e~isted 150 years ago and before

IS ImpossIble and Isn'"tlvery benefIcIal to the commumty at large. .

- d. Current range is the m6st compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricult~re, multiple use and recreation. '

- e. Current range works tIle best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
I

- f. Current range has the ,best c;hanceof creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that.
prioritizes our curren~ needs and vegetative concerns..

.

- g. The B. 1. M.. is mandging public lands within it federally designated reclamation
pro~ect area.. The laI1dwith~nthis reclamation area is mostly private,ly owned~ This
project area ISmean-yfor human development and occupancy. That ISanother key
reason I support cUf1!entrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under qhange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation inaIlagement is a new and unceIiain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. . Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts Withmultiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefeITed altemative to support;
. CUl1'ent Ramre Vegetation Management' .

Printname: Le <RDJ-de If/-I- '1=
"-

Address. City, Zip: /'''-1? 5 'S J 41k" rJ ( e., u.l

Signed: ~ ~ rR~ Date: 11..-//- :2,de>.3

'I
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'spresent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's b1,liltin flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

. uncertainties of the past. '.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn~tvery beneticial to the community at large.

- d._Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that

prioritizes our currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns. - -

-=-g. The B. 1. Moois managing public l81,!dswithin a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that ,willoccur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not suppOli.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

- b. Bow do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law.enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Vegetation Mana2:ement'.

Print name:

Date:

,;r."

i!C



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE.3rd 8t.
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Managemenf. The prefeITedalternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. '
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
. .

- c. The c~:mceptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

.
prioritizes our current needs and vegetativeconcerns.

.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, 'it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

'"d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and Ul1certain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:' VCA~.Q~ ?, ~-t.'t-0 ~'t\ . ,,' .

Address, City, Zip: Cl/6 ~f ~+ ~ tt e- \1UJ",-1>\,~\LL I cK... q-1-T-~-i:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

~LM PRINEVILLE ~
.

"

.\, ::?, DISTRICT ~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive 'of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.1.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. Isupport 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

LCurrent range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn"t very beneticial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
.

-g.The B. 1. M.. is managing public lan~s within 11federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot beJustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Ve2:etation .Management' .
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RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3.05.0 NE.3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BlM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT ~~

. .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

I.Current range is the-B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15.0years ago and before
is impossibleand is1ft very beneficialto the communityat large. '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture,multipleuse and recreation. '

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- ~..-: g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public 19.ndswithin a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for human development ?lid occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

, works better underchange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ' ,

- d. Those greater expensescannot bejustified by resultsthat are unclearand uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname:f(IJREN L.D4-N/ELS()'1\! ' .'
.
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public CommentProcess ""

RECEIVED
JAN 1'4 2004
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

.

.

DISTRICT

~

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon .97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I \yould like to be on record as supportive of 'Cum::nt
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefeITed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s presentmethod of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the communityat Jarge.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

"- f.'Current range has the best chaIfce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

12 - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within/this reclamation area is-mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.-

-

2. Historic range vegetation management is "anew and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.~.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
"- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefol:e'?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more1aw enforcement will
be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: s:. e..r:!I..jU ~ov~-t,vJ

.

Address.C~ty,Zip:~>Wf\~Jvh R& T('{,{-c-~()rVrJe.
'f'

CJl2

Signed: /.l..u~ 9Ay Date: l.?-. - ::('J~ 63

(1']'7 C; C>

""

l:.',,~~_:;.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
. JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE 4U .
DISTRICT

~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns. .

',' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. '5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefo,:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and UI1Ce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built.in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

.
, .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~-.r:o,J 'Ro f t!C-
Address.City~Zip: -SOt( AJ E. B ?-cl ~ ve "

Signed:~ Date: ('Z-~~,~, {
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13ureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED.

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive ,0f'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated teclmique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
. a. ft is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
. b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesofthe past.
.

. c. The conceptof recreatingvegetationconditions that existed 150years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizesour currentneeds and vegetative concerns. .

'; . g. Th~~L. M~.is managing public lands within a-federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the f~lture.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. -
, . .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de- .
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
; Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
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.
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RECEJVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt. .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BlM PRINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT ~

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built inflexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The conc;eptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. ,

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions. ,

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
, prioritizes our current needs ~d vegetative concerns.

~' - go;The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human d~welopment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of~anges thatwiIl occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M.. '5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: IY<o.\I~, T\~')\C!' ~t'

Address. City, Zip: \~d2 N~ J, M-(l{5'(LS'VI JIe.

Signed: <k~~PJ1 -:;y~

~ef1J oR, CJ'17DI
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

. l.CuITent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. "

,

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

'

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use,
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs ~d ~egetative concems. ,

"
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a f-ederalJydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupaJ;lcy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefo,:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the pre'ferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 0 ~\'ct.. D~~o IU

Address. City, Zip: & ~CoJ j)JW sq tLS <;j-~~1t\~Dr-'E{)CJ~

) Sighed: 1tf.tMtA.~~(/'--
,

Date: t2-2.~-03

~
"



RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PR/NEV
,

'LLE~ 16 .

DISTRICT ~
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' HistoriC Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before'

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. -

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
-f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~,- ::--g.TheB. L. Moois managing public lands-within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned, . This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is anoth~r key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now ancj in the flliure.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'8 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.. b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcementwill
be necessary. '

- d. Thosegreaterexpensescannotbejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: /J1;' C /1 e. I! -e.- ;11.('11" +-e,n e-"J
.

Address. City, Zip: 6> c) \31:) ~ I7 6 f --eJ' f' -e l1 o~') 0 € 0 K '1' -; 7 b 0

Signed: /l~td'1.t?~-&-.- /1~~ Date: /1- - "2G.-u3
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RECEIVED,
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

SLMDf~~LLEeED
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CllITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility. ,

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large.

'

- d. Currentrange is the most compatibleand consistentwith other current la~d-use ,

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. .

L ;,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the futuFe.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. '51efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will .

be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
-e. ' Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
; Current Range Vegetation Management'.

fMyp~
i

Address. City, Zip: 7"70 IV'~

Signed: -==5:.'-g ~.J'"

Print name: i:::..Jpc:-

&~ ~}Or~' 97/.s6

Date: ,I-;J-) W~J'
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RECEIVED
t3ureau of Land Managem~nt
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754.

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT ~RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suptiortive of'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CuITent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

un certainti es 0f the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed' 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

'"' e. Current range works the best with our cun-ent and future v"egetativeconditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within:afederally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now aild in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is "anew and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOJ:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

be necessary. '.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. "Historic range reduces public ac.cess~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagriculturaluse. "

Please amend the prefen-ed alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: .Jj,,; \ (;vo,:,.q
.

()
Address./City,'Zip:?- Loi

.

)'l.J)'~ (J, S'.+ jfcR:c~.'-,,,(_. CJt!-

Signed: I
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 .

BLMPRINEVILLE ~
.

-~/?
~'..

DISTRICT ~RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ; Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is ro osin y uti lizes a new
omu ate tee lque called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over ;Historic Range'

for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns. '

',' --:g-;"'TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation. area is mostly privately owned. Th is
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and i.n the future.

2: Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
~Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

\.

"

Address. City, Zip.

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004
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BLM PRINEVILLE 41 4-
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
.;a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Currerit range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. . .'
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

.,.d. Current rangeis the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that.

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concems.
~, ~- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the type~of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re:'create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befoJ:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '
- d: Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

,

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 1fli- ':J

b~~
~1 ..

Address.C;:ZiP: Z,A.

~
1-, r!- f-O

Signed,jS #1 .
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Date: [Z,,-V1-o~

'"'"



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
'JAN 1 4 2004

t3LMPRINEVILLE ~ 1rc "

DISTRICT ~
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. ,

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative COncerns.
'

,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federa11ydesignated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation an;a is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation'management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used bef01:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi11

be necessary.' ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by res~Jts that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: :S +~ ~ oo-v>
.

Address.C!JY,Zip:3~S tJ 4 ,,IY/"""'-'
~

~'"'"
J CJe?7 7 ~

Signed: .:::> ~
. .

Y) Date:-! 'L.-12,,/~
~

.

.

~
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Bureauof Land
-
Management

A TT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

R'ECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2D04 ~
eLM PRINEVIl.l.E ~

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The conceptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large.
'

-d.Current range is themost compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:1ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
I,' - g. The &-b- M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better underchange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the fllture.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's-efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e?

, - c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi!1
be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and Ul1Ce11ain.

- e. ' Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple LIse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; ,

;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~f?w~ yt f tJA 'iL-r~
'

,

~:e:,'.~qzit+. ~vuf:e:4:;~2:~::-6

"'"



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~I
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management', The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Cuuent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaIfce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
\ .
I

~' - g.-TheB. L. M.. is managingpublic landswithin a federal1ydesignatedreclamation
project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

- .

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation.uncertainties of the

past.
. b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and Ul1Ce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple LIse.nnd de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~ILT'~ {Alv..Itrr"r

Address. City, Zip: 'S'I/ 2- /1-1t'~II-./<.I ~ 6f\ J

I Signed: ~ c> \ I~
/~tJ (A). UJvJ()el<.~tr.Y PL/.Jt..~, tA--19 c,'!, '-/t b

Date: I) ~' -u~

\.i,.

\



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

- ~
.

419.
BLMPRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

:Bureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE yd 5t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ye of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range:
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaJ!.ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

','
. g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federatiydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betterunder change,the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used bef01:e?
- c. Historicrangewill be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcement will

be necessary. , '

. d. Thosegreaterexpenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

. e. ' I:Iistoricrange reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

. AddreSS'21::
Signed: , ,

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
, 'Current Range Vegetation Managemenf.

Print name: 15rA!
.

Vi /60 J .. ,

1f'l~::N T#:'~~-21-@
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

Public Comment Process

BlM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

ef2y)
JAN 1 4 2004

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'spresent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrt't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation;
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B.L.M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation -

pToject area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a.' I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: jja~; ~ ~p

~
U £.

Address, ~ity, Zip: ,,~~ s: 1# I"-LJIPU> I

Signed;(?"u,t 0'(; ,.q7~

K" >1~YI//tQ- /[J(]~ f'7?S- V
.

Date:' I :;:z - /;2. - o.::s
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred 8ltemative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isIT'tvery beneiicial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
-- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing Plfblic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not suppOli.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

.
past.

- b. How do.I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses carmot bejustiiied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agriculturaluse. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation ManagemenC.

prilltnmne:---i&t-hy ~e~ ()
.

..

Address, City, Zip: lot..

.

.

n
:;::;1- r/U[J}erf/ll (!)R,q T}5~

~~ l,u~11 Date:-.1l-1;;t- 03
.

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVILLE ~
.

"

.

.

. DISTRICT ~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance Qf creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands w~n a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M.o' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do Tknow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran!le Vegetation Management'.

Print name: JU5"(' Vt t(0t,/tA-, it'
\
1-'\

.
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

\

RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT @

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

'uncertaintiesof the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneticial to the community at large,

- d, Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns. '

- g: The B. L. M.. is managing p-ubliclands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current i'ange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain 'concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when.it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law,enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agriculturaluse. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Ve2:etation Managemenf.

Print name: 4,/i 41/0 Krl/J'5oY}

Mire:z;;;.: }1/5;2.:2 5c a"yV5e
Signed' ~. ~~

?riYtevtlkDe. 91?S~
Date: 1.,2-/,2-tf3

;~~~;,



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTington
3050 NE Td 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004
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eLMPRINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central ,Oregon resident I,would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b.Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrft very beneticial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns:
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pl.lbliclands within ~ federally designated reclam~1_-

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancY: That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occqr now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expensescannot bejustified by resultsthat are unclearand uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Managemenr.

~
Print name: ~t4M ir.,~

Address, City, Zip: (2...~ (

Sif!J1~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt:
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMP
.

RINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1/

l.CUITent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. ft is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Currerit range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is fl1~aging public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

be necessary. . '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and Ul1Ce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;
Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: W: II

Address. City, Zip:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 81.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

.

6.
.

, -10eLMPRINEVILLE LfD'
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B,L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs ~d vegetative concerns.
i ~, - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
~orks better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertairi concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertai nties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo1:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expens~ve to implement and more law enforcement wi!I

be necessary.'
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results thatare unclear and uncertain.
- e..Historic range reduces public access, has built~in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

'CulTent Range Vegetation Management'.
.

Print name: -K'~v'lh Fos'fe/
Address.City, Zip: 6IfY7 v1I

Signed:1seJuh f-c,sfif

f-.!v'>' OJ7 ~r-e.,bd'1n-e ~
.
Date: Ik' ).. Cf""o~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B,L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is ~heB.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to.a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large.
)

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and futurevegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch8.J:.1ceofcreating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. h-,--M;,is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the futur:e.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
. - a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

- b. How do I know ifhistonc range is the best choice when it's never been used bef01:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. 'and de-
emphasizesagriculturaluse. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: (TeVv Y' /i;-0~/<-
IhfJ"Address. City~Zip: I.5td~S- Sw /!/or-;- KIn/!

I.
Signed:. Y&l;:;;r 4d'~.

120{ Cl?12 01}.. c/7760

Date: /:z.".:2 Y--d3
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RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILlE ~.

.117 1
"

DISTRICT -ff 'ftJ

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefetTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated teclmique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CuITent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

,

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our cutTent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a heaJthy and diversified ecosystem that

.prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
','- - g. The B. 1. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within/this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason 1support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betterunderchange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

-

2. Historic range vegetation manag~ment isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefo,:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wiII

be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. rind de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

-

Please amend the prefetTed' alternative to support;
. 'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printn:~~- ~'e~ -~
.
Addr

.

ess. City~

.

: ~~\~V' ~~~ . C~ 9?)~
Signe~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVillE
DISTRICT 6iJ

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOITnulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s presentmethod of vegetationmanagement.,
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't resiricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .' .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't verybeneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. . .

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within-a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land withinithis reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo\:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi!l

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

.:]1M 1b21lt,~~ .

Address. City, Zip:~(p lSy. N~. PJ~S t .~d[)f(

Signed: ?l~ tJd,lv'-~ Date: (Z .z.{-o?
.

Print name:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVILLE
. DISTRICT ~~

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons. .

1.CuITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

. - c. The conceptof recreatingvegetationconditions that existed 150years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation..

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

\ prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
- -~J ~i' - g. The B. L. M..is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will oc?ur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
. - a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .'

- b. How do r know if historic range is the best choice whet1it's never been llsed befOl:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullce11ain.
- e.. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. 'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: Do f\ 11 {/ 1 ~O{l\..
.

Address. City, Zip: 7 ~'2s( /IIJtJ 1~f4\ 5trf.e_+ 971~O '\Zrrt.bo \'\'N.. 0, R (

Signed: () ~. (}Jj(~ I~ Date:)r} I dJJ10"3
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13ureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT @t)

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions th~t existed 150 years ago ,and,before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current !and-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaI,lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
-

,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federal1y designated reclamafion
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will dccur now and in the future.

~

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: 6eru'('{lfl /llay..
A

.

ddress. .CJ\ty,(?;p: I ~ (::3
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

elM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT 0!ft1-)

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

\

As a concerned Central Oregon resident r would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. r support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITent range is the B.L.M.'s present method afvegetation management.

- a. ft is the best approach because afit's built in flexibility.'
,

.

-b.Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

. is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. . .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use.
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best cha.t:lceof creating a healthy and diversi fied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is-managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..'s efforts to re-createthe vegetationuncertaintiesof the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:4nfJ~) 4!/I~O'1
Address. City~Zip: ..~ )/[1 ;;!Jj;;;H

,,{-.
SIgned:~ - C;# k:t..) ,Date:

~.~r;;e
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Bureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DJ~TRICT @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CUrrent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CuITent range is the B.L.M.'s presentmethod of vegetationmanagement.
- a. ft is the best approach because of it's built in f1e~ibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 1~Oyears ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal!ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds arid vegetative concerns.
1,' - g. The B. -L.M.. is managing public lands within.a federaI1ydesignated reclamation

project area. The landwithin'thisreclarnation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes l..hat will occur now and in the future.

l

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

~~
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.' .

,- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and Ul1Ce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Managemenf.
.

Print name: '(O,+\f' ~a~h
Address.City,Zip:~/,D'-1 NW Ot+il\ os+ .-tfe \,zedMesY'QJlD1Z-. DL-r,XVLP

Signed:,~ Date:J'2.-2L-(-C)~
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RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public' Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BlMPRINEVILLE ~'S:JDISTRICT -:::r-rq-J.-J

As a cOhcerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing uti lizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic rangeto a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.. ,
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current !and~use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns.
'i - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally:-designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b.' How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: .J1it.-/+ [)C<.-J~~..

~ddres~. Ci~ ~~
.

~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINEVIllE . ~ qL/
.DISTRICT ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

i.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
i ~, - g. The B.b-M.. i~managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do hot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-:create the vegetation uncertainties of the.

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. .

- d. Those greater expenses carmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.. Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple'use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

ret
k,

Printname:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVlUE ~.
~ r

.
/)0 .DISTRICT ~7 .a

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B,L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. ,

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities likeagriculture,multipleuse and recreation.

'.

'- e. Currentrangeworks the best with our current and futurevegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
.1,' - g. The B. 1. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi!!

be necessary. ' .

-' d. Thosegreaterexpensescannot bejustified by resultsthat are unclearand uncer1ain.
- e.

.
Historicrangereduces public access, has built-inconflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizesagriculturaluse.

.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Managep1ent'.

Print name: ~ arh'f Cnok .

Address.City,Zi~~ 6:'~ AfW . b
~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE JTd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVILL~ ~

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public CommentProcess

.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't verybeneficial to the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch8I!ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. .
.

'i - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes thatwill occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is.a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the :S~L.M..'5efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

be necessary.' .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncel1ain~
- e.. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: j 0 hYI. A v1J-t. (5 tJ f/1

Address. City, Zip: 63 K /Ii,.! tflL s r
Signed:~p-

f-eJtMdV1d ()~ 9~'-(
Date: 12-- z r-.o.">

"1,.



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 (iiJ'I07
BLM PRINEVILLE -1 '{ /

DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CUITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'; I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range:
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s presentmethod of vegetationmanagement.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

. uncertaintiesof the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
~f. CUITentrange has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds arid vegetative concerns.

'i :-~The B. L. M.. is managing public lands wi-thina federally designated reclamation.

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
prqject area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept 1do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know ifhistor1c range is the best choice when it's never been used before'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conf1icts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the"preferred alternative to support;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 1>6'/'-7 )/7,4 ff;;L~j.

Address.~ "::9""0 ~ w, ~ u.ey
. /' InoE::;J.-Signed: ~ 1/ ,

< Date:

~k~

IZ/z 7/os./ ./
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t3ureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd5t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managemen~ Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 14 2004

@BLM PRINEVILLE cp J) D
,

&
DISTRICT

(I

. ,
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current'
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.CUITent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

'. d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.,
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy arid diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
'

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area, The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and 'occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.-

-

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?

'- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.'

,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built.in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

--
/ /1/V1 6,'s 6 l/

, /

Address. City~ Zip: /,(1197' 1/(-/'

Signed: ~g'p
/

Print name:

{'a~/V1~'vt

Date: /d -;)Y~63
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131lreauof Land Management
ATT: Teal P1lcrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Miinagement Draft.
P1lblicComment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

(f!jji),

el.M PRINEVILLE ~ / '91'
.

,DISTRICT l'

As aconcerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cucrent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Cucrent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.,
- b. Current range-isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. C1lrrent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'

'- e. Cucrent range'works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITent range has the best chaIfce of creating a healthy and divers~fied ecosystem that

prioritizes our cucrent needs arid vegetative concerns.

',' -_g:-Ihe B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
- project area.' The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
, reason I support cucrent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

works better urider change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and UI1Ce11ain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
...

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: /jl/3 ;:::11/ iV.. C4~ t' s IE NS£ IY

Address. City, Zip: ;;<Lj "i rv 'B'
,L, /)76 c! ..01/1J Y > ? -s;-?

Signed: tJ~1!?r1!- y (~. Date: t '2 .2Lj °5
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington.
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN.1 4 2004

.1.. BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT ~RE: Upper Deschutes Resource.Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I wouldJike to be on record as supportive of 'Current
I Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B,L.M, is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. r support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range:
for several reasons.

l.Currentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach bec.auseofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. .

.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch8l!ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

-",' - g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated.rec!amation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

, project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It.
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,-

.

. ,

2. Historic range vegetation management is.a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.Moo'5efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's'never been used befOl:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ' .

- d. .Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emph,!sizesagriculturaluse. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management',

Print name: C () / Ton //}/}vr k.,V1>e\./ .

Address~ City, Zip: .~ 0 g c.~ 1 7 S T-(/('-e!. l:J 0 n t"\ -< () {l

i Signed: ~,JJ~ /JJA:~~ Date: I L - 2 .0 - (,' 3

977G:.{)
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